REMARKS 

Claims 1 and 3 - 5 are now pending in the application. The Examiner is 
respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejections in view of the 
amendments and remarks contained herein. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 1 and 3-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over prior art admitted by the applicant In view of Grant (U.S. Pat. No. 
5,533i548). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

At the outset, Applicant notes that the Examiner has continuously relied on the 
pilot poppet-type pressure control valve illustrated in Figures 4-7 and described in 
Applicant's specification as the primary reference to reject the claims of this application. 
However, upon further investigation, the subject matter of Figures 4-7 does not 
constitute valid prior art under U.S. law and Applicant makes no admission that it 
does. More specifically, : 

a) The pilot poppet-type pressure control valve of Figs. 4-7 was not 
known or used within the U.S. prior to the invention date; 

b) The pilot poppet-type pressure control valve of Figs. 4-7 was not 
patented or described in a printed publication in the U.S. or a foreign 
country prior to the invention date; 
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c) The pilot poppet-type pressure control valve of Figs. 4-7 was not 
patented or described in a printed publication anywhere more than one 
year prior to the U.S. application date of the invention; and 

d) The pilot poppet-type pressure control valve of Figs. 4-7 was not 
in public use or on sale in the U.S. more than one year prior to the U.S. 
application date of the invention. 

Instead, the pilot poppet-type pressure control valve of Figures 4-7 was 
apparently known and used only within Korea and, more specifically, Applicant's 
employer company. "An applicant's own foundational work should not, unless there is a 
statutory bar, be treated as prior art solely because knowledge of this work is admitted." 
§2129 MPEP, 8*^ Edition, February 2003, citing Reading & Bates Construction Co. v. 
Baker Energy Resources Corp., 748 F.2d 645, 650, 223 USPQ 1168, 1172 (Fed. Cir. 
1984). Therefore, the pilot poppet-type pressure control valve of Figures 4-7 can not 
be considered prior art. 

With regard to the claims. Applicant notes that claim 1 includes a discharging 
port which is opened and closed by the pilot poppet, that has an inner arcuately shaped 
surface having an inner diameter which is gradually Increased In the downstream 
direction and that contacts a linear surface of the pilot poppet when the back pressure 
chamber is closed. The interface between surface prevents an instant pressure 
decrease of the fluid which is discharged. 
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Figure 2 is recreated below to illustrate the surface interface of the claim language. 




With regard to claim 1 , Applicant respectfully notes that because the pilot poppet- 
type pressure control valve of Figures 4 - 7 is not considered prior art for the reasons 
stated above, there is presently no prior art reference that teaches or suggests an inner 
arcuately shaped surface having an inner diameter which is gradually increased in the 
downstream direction and that contacts a linear surface of the pilot poppet when the 
back pressure chamber is closed. 

Applicant further notes that Grant fails to cure the lack of teaching or suggesting 
such a surface contact. Grant teaches a check valve as opposed to a pressure control 
valve including a main poppet which reciprocates in a poppet fixedly inserted in a front 
end of a sleeve for opening and closing a discharging flow path which connects a high 
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pressure chamber and a low pressure chamber and a pilot poppet which is elastically 
supported by a first elastic member in an interior in the front end side of a seat engaged 
to a rear portion of the poppet and is fonwardly and backwardly moved for opening and 
closing a discharging port. 

More particularly, Grant fails to teach or suggest a discharging port which is 
opened and closed by the pilot poppet, that has an inner arcuately shaped surface 
having an inner diameter which is gradually increased in the downstream direction and 
that contacts a linear surface of the pilot poppet when the back pressure chamber is 
closed. Grant explicitly teaches an interface between first and second convex 
contoured surfaces 32 and 50, respectively (Col. 2, Lines 49 - 63). 

Figure 2 of Grant has been recreated below to illustrate the interface between the 
first and second convex contoured surfaces 32 and 50. 




34 
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As illustrated, the poppet 14 has an end portion 24 having a complex geometry. 
The end portion 24 includes an end surface 30, the first contoured convex surface 32 
and an angled surface 34. The multi-geometrical end portion 24 is more complex and 
costly to manufacture than the linear surface claimed by Applicant's invention. 
Therefore, Applicant's invention prevents an instant pressure decrease of discharge 
fluid by implementing a less costly, simpler geometry. 

Accordingly, Grant fails to teach or suggest a discharging port which is opened 
and closed by the pilot poppet, that has an inner arcuately shaped surface having an 
inner diameter which is gradually increased in the downstream direction and that 
contacts a linear surface of the pilot poppet when the back pressure chamber is closed. 
Therefore, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection are respectfully requested. 

Claims 3-5 depend from claim 1 , which defines over the prior art as discussed 
in detail above. Therefore, claims 3-5 also define over the prior art and 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections are respectfully requested. 
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Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.LC. 
P.O. Box 828 
Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248) 641-1600 

GGS/RPM 



Respectfully submitted. 
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